
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



CRITICISMS AND DISCUSSIONS. 

JOSEPHUS AND TACITUS ON CHRIST. 

It is to be regretted that the Josephus passage on Christ is de- 
fended anew as genuine by Chwolson. Its clumsy character and the 
fact that it is not cited by Origen, who moreover declares that 
Josephus was no Christian, is enough to stamp it as interpolated; 
and it has long been considered as such by all unprejudiced readers. 

In regard to the passage on James, however, we ought not be 
too quick to declare it likewise an interpolation. 

The passage does not stand in brackets, as being spurious, as 
Prof. W. B. Smith says. x At least not in one of the latest critical 
editions of Josephus by S. A. Naber, 1892, ("post I. Bekkerum" 
as the title-page reads, an editor mentioned by Dr. Smith). In 
this edition the Christ passage is distinctly bracketed but not the 
James passage. 

Further if the James passage is not genuine, what do the words 
"and some others" following it mean? The sentence containing 
the passage says that the high priest Ananus brought before the 
synedrium the brother of Jesus called Christ, whose name was 
James "and some others" 2 accusing them of transgressing the law, 
and condemning them to be stoned. The words "and some others" 
surely imply that in the foregoing words there was a reference to 
certain distinct persons. There surely was not a blank before "and 
some others." 

Origen does not cite the passage, and what he cites from 
Josephus is nowhere to be found in the text. Still when he cites 
Josephus in his loose way, probably not having a copy of Josephus 
with him at the time, he must have had in his mind a recollec- 
tion that Josephus had somewhere mentioned James the brother 
of Jesus as having been stoned by the Jews. From having this 

1 See "The Silence of Josephus and Tacitus" in The Monist for October. 
'nal rwat iripovs. 
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fact in his mind Origen made the assertion that Josephus had 
ascribed the destruction of Jerusalem to the murder of James. The 
fact is that Josephus in his Bellum Judaicum several times ascribed 
the destruction of the city to the wicked deeds of the zealots, murder- 
ing such men as Zacharias, the son of Baruch, very probably the 
same one mentioned in Matt, xxiii. 35, and others. From these 
different elements Origen constructed his very loose reference to 
Josephus. 

Another point in connection with the James passage is the fol- 
lowing. If this passage is a Christian interpolation, we ought to 
expect that the interpolator would have brought the death of James 
more in accordance with the lengthy account of that fact as given 
by the early church historian Hegesippus (died 180). We should 
expect that the interpolator would not have contented himself with 
the few words about James in that passage, while the Christ passage 
is quite an extended affair. According to Josephus the death of 
James is the result of a premeditated legal trial brought about by 
the Sadduceic high priest Ananus; according to Hegesippus it is 
the result of a sudden outburst of fanatical scribes and Pharisees 
and their followers among the people without any preceding legal 
trial whatever (Hist. Eccl. Euseb., II, 25). 

But even if this James passage proved to be an interpolation, 
are we bound to pin our conviction that Jesus was historical and 
had brothers as other human beings, on such writers as Josephus? 
Do the writers of the New Testament count for nothing in this 
question, when Paul speaks of the married brothers of Jesus and 
the oldest gospel, Mark, mentions James, Joses, Judas and Simon 
as his brothers and besides sisters (Mark vi. 3) ? Dr. Smith gets 
around .the term "brothers" by declaring them only spiritual broth- 
ers of Jesus. According to him the nonsense comes out that it was 
the spiritual mother and brothers of Jesus who came to take him 
home (Mark iii. 21 and 31). For what reason then did Jesus say: 
"Who is my brother, and mother and sister etc." (verse 33), if 
those coming to take him home were not his real mother and broth- 
ers? The words of Jesus would have been no contrasting words 
at all but pure nonsense. Professor Smith says that Jerome gives 
the right opinion of James the brother of Jesus. Does he not know 
that at the time of Jerome, and as early as that of Origen, in order 
to make Mary a perpetual virgin, James and the other brothers of 
Jesus were against all sound exegesis declared to be children of 
Joseph from a previous marriage? 
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In order to defend his idea that spiritual brothers of Jesus were 
meant, Dr. Smith treats the text of I Cor. ix. 5 with the most un- 
excusable arbitrariness combined with the utmost disregard of New 
Testament Greek. He says there were two classes of "Messianists," 
spiritual brothers of Jesus and those of Kephas. Now it does not 
read in Greek Kepha 3 but Kephas. 4 If brothers of Kephas had been 
meant the genitive form Kepha would have been used and not the 
nominative form Kephas. Throughout the New Testament all He- 
brew proper nouns ending in as have the genitive singular in a. 
(Compare Winer, N. T. Grammar, §8). We have here a warning 
example of what twistings the New Testament text has to suffer 
in order to substantiate a preconceived theory; as also of what im- 
portance it is not to overlook the minutest distinction in grammat- 
ical forms. Such little matters can upset a whole elaborate theory. 
No commentator has till now understood this passage in any other 
way than that Paul spoke of the married brothers of the Lord and 
the married Kephas, who, as we also know from the gospels, had 
a mother-in-law. Does not the verse distinctly read: "Have we 
no authority to lead about a sister, a wife as the rest of the apostles 
and the brothers of the Lord and Cephas"? Why then this whole 
unjustifiable talk of Dr. Smith and his bold assertion that "it is 
never hinted that James was really consanguineous with Jesus?" 
What else did the second gospel mean when mentioning James in 
company with the other brothers of Jesus? 

In this connection I will also add that if, as Dr. Smith asserts, 
the James passage is wanting in some Josephus manuscripts, and 
Hilgenfeld thought it was expunged from Christian manuscripts 
of Josephus, perhaps Hilgenfeld is not so entirely off the track after 
all, for to the believers in the perpetual virginity of Mary the least 
thought that Jesus had real brothers was blasphemy. To such be- 
lievers the James passage, written by a Jew who did not accept 
Christianity, speaking of a real brother of Christ might have ap- 
peared as a dangerous misleading passage. Let me say that in the 
above mentioned edition of Josephus I can find nowhere in the 
critical notes any mention of manuscripts in which the James passage 
is wanting. But to repeat again, even if this passage should be an 
interpolation, we are not in any way bound at all to base our con- 
viction that Jesus was historical on Josephus. 

More importance is attached to the silence of Josephus on Jesus 
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than is necessary. In his history of the Jewish people written for 
pagans he had very little cause to mention the obscure Jewish teacher 
Jesus whose public career perhaps hardly lasted a year, and it is 
even quite accidentally that he comes to speak about John the Bap- 
tist and his death in Ant. XVIII, 5. 2 in connection with a defeat of 
Herod Antipas, looked upon by the people as a punishment for 
killing John. "Presumably," says Dr. Wernle, 5 "Josephus too well 
knew that in the same way Christians looked upon the destruction 
of Jerusalem as a divine retribution for the execution of Jesus ; he 
surely did not wish to please the Christians by placing the fate of 
Jesus in these political connections. We do not perfectly know 
the motives of his silence. It would only be a proof against the 
existence of Jesus, if not Josephus, but an exact, strict chronicler 
had in this way passed by Jesus." 



In regard to the Tacitus passage Dr. Smith forgets entirely 
that it is copied by Sulpicius Severus (end of the fourth century) 
almost verbally in connection with Nero's persecutions. Severus in 
his history, when speaking of this persecution, uses the following 
words, with which compare the Tacitus passage given in full by 
Dr. Smith. 

"Neque ulla re Nero efficiebat, quin ab eo jussum incendium 
putaretur. Igitur vertit invidiam in Christianos, actaeque in in- 
noxios crudelissimae quaestiones; quin et novae mortes excogitatae 
ut ferarum tergis, contecti laniatu canum interirent. Multi crucibus 
affixi aut flamma usti, plerique in id reservati, ut cum defecisset dies, 
in usum nocturni luminis urerentur" (Chron., II, 29). 

In order that Professor Smith may not suspect that the Tacitean 
passage was doctored by means of that of Severus, as he seems to 
make Poggio Bracciolini responsible for the passage, I will here 
give another passage from Severus, copied from Tacitus, which is 
in nowise whatever connected with the Christ passage of Tacitus. 
Severus when speaking of the criminal and obscene festivities given 
by Nero (before the fire) uses the following words: 

"Ad notasse contentus sum hunc eo processisse ut Pythagorae 
cuidam in modum solemniorum conjugiorum nuberet; inditumque 
imperatori flammeum, dos et genialis torus et faces nuptiales, cuncta 
denique quae vel in femina non sine verecundia conspiciuntur spec- 
tata" (Chron., II, 28, 2). 

• In The Sources of the Life of Jesus. 
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With this compare the following from Tacitus (AnnaL, XV, 

37): 

"Ipse per licita atque inlicita foedatus nihil flagitii reliquerat 
quo corruptior ageret, nisi paucos post dies uni ex illo contamina- 
torum grege (nomen Pythagorae fuit) in modum solemnium con- 
jugiorum denupsisset. Inditum imperatori flammeum, visi auspices, 
dos et genialis torus et faces nuptiales, cuncta denique spectata, quae 
etiam in femina nox operit." 

As said, Severus copies Annals, XV, 44, only in regard to the 
persecution. He had no reason in his work for Christian readers 
to cite Tacitus as authority for the historicity of Jesus, nor had any 
of the Christian apologists in their apologies to the Roman govern- 
ment any reason to cite Tacitus or Josephus or other profane writers 
for the historicity of Jesus. This was with Christians a settled fact. 
I say this because nowadays there are some who insist that Christian 
writers must have cited non-Christian writers in regard to the exist- 
ence of Jesus, otherwise Jesus was not historical, or the respective 
passages are all forged. The same pertains to the persecution under 
Nero. The demand is made that under all circumstances early Chris- 
tian writers must have cited Tacitus with regard to the Neronian 
persecution otherwise it is not historical or the account of it in 
Tacitus is forged. 

People making such demands forget: (1) that Tacitus on ac- 
count of his peculiar and very difficult style was very little read 
even in antiquity. Vopiscus (about 300 A. D.) says that the em- 
peror Tacitus, a namesake of the historian, ordered that the works 
of Tacitus, the historian of emperors, should be placed in libraries, 
in order that they should not be lost (Vita Tac. imp., X, 3) ; (2) that 
the traditions of early Christianity (oral and written) with regard 
to the execution of Jesus under Pontius Pilate and the Neronian 
persecution demand as fair treatment as that of profane writers. 

From whatever of the many early opposing Christian sects the 
traditions may be derived, they are unanimous with regard to both 
facts. Concerning the Christian tradition that Jesus was executed 
under Pilate I will not lose any words. With reference to the 
persecution under Nero I will ask : Is it right to assume, when Melito 
(170 A. D.) and Tertullian refer directly in their apologies to a 
persecution under Nero, that it has no basis? Shall the correspond- 
ence between Paul and Seneca of the fourth century count for 
nothing? The spuriousness of this correspondence does not affect 
the tradition it gives that Christians and Jews were punished as in- 
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cendiaries by Nero. Is it right to slight such early Christian writings 
as the Apocalypse of John and the letter of Clemens Romanus of 
the end of the first and the beginning of the second century, who, 
though not speaking directly of a persecution under Nero, never- 
theless speak of persecutions and special ones too? Clemens Ro- 
manus devotes a long paragraph to the Christian "heroes of the 
recent past," as he expresses himself, under which he enumerates 
Peter 6 and Paul and "a great number of chosen ones" (among them 
women) who suffered "atrocious and impious treatment" and "mani- 
fold indignities and tortures" and thus became "glorious examples 
in our midst." This Clemens writes from Rome to the Corinthians 
(Clem. Rom., V-VI). The seer in the Apocalypse (xx. 4) sees "the 
souls of those who had been beheaded on account of the profession 
of Jesus and on account of the word of God, and who had not bowed 
down to the beast nor to his image, and had not taken his sign on 
their foreheads and their hands. And they lived and reigned with 
Christ 1000 years." And who is the beast ? Nero as signified by the 
number 666, 7 and by the words 8 "who was and is not and is about to 
rise again," referring to the belief current among the people that 
Nero, who was believed to have fled to the Parthians, was still alive. 
Concerning Christians in Rome in the sixties of the first cen- 
tury and the possibility of their persecution by Nero, must be noted : 
(1) that Paul in his letter to the Philippians written about the year 
63 from Rome, sends greetings "from the household of Caesar," 
probably inferior servants; (2) the connection of Poppaea (the last 
wife of Nero, kicked to death by him in 65, about a year before the 
conflagration) with Jews. She interceded, according to Josephus, 
for the Jewish high priest and other Jewish authorities in a dispute 
between them and the procurator Festus. Josephus further relates 
in his autobiography how he obtained favors for accused priests 
through Aliturus, a Jewish actor, much beloved by Nero. Is it 
not possible, then, that Nero should have known of Christians, and 
could not intrigues have happened against them in his own palace 
when the Roman people, according to Tacitus, suspected Nero of 
having caused the great fire himself? In order to divert this sus- 

*The apocryphal "Ascension of Isaiah" (2d century) mentions the death 
of one of the twelve apostles by Nero. — The great enemy of Christianity, 
Porphyry (3d century), also speaks of the crucifixion of Peter, cited by Har- 
nack in Die Mission der Urkirche. 

'Compare my article "The Number of the Beast," Open Court, April, 
1909. 

"Rev. xvii. 
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picion from his person to the Christians, as Tacitus says, may not 
Jewish intriguing in his own neighborhood have combined? 

The relations between the Jews and the Christians were very 
strained in Rome according to the last chapter of the Acts and the 
letter to the Philippians. Besides this, the Christians were a very 
suitable class to fix upon as incendiaries, since they talked so much 
about the great final world-conflagration. And if the wrath of the 
people had once been directed by Nero against the Christians it 
may well have happened that Christians and Jews were indiscrim- 
inately punished as incendiaries, as the spurious correspondence 
between Seneca and Paul says. The harsh judgment which Tacitus 
passes on the "Christian superstition," which some consider as a 
sign of Christian interpolation is not any worse than that which 
he passes on the Jews and their proselytism in his Histories (V, 5), 
where he says : "Every vile person, after spurning the religion of his 
fathers brings to Jerusalem tribute and gifts, for which reason Jew- 
ish affairs have grown; and because they have a stubborn faith 
among themselves, they are ready for sympathy (among themselves), 
but towards all strangers they have a hostile hatred." The possi- 
bility of a persecution of Christians, the offshoots of Judaism, under 
Nero, I think ought not to be denied by any one who is acquainted 
with the Roman persecutions of the Jews and adherents of other 
foreign religions in those days. 

If the Christ passage in the Annals was forged earlier or at the 
time of the rediscovery of the Annals in the first quarter of the 
fifteenth century, as some contend and to which Dr. Smith also 
seems to be inclined, I would like to ask what object the forger 
could have had. To prove the existence of Jesus, either in the first 
centuries or in the Middle Ages or at the beginning of the modern 
period? As far as I know, the existence of the person of Jesus 
was doubted neither in antiquity nor in the Middle Ages nor at 
the beginning of modern times. The doubts about Jesus in all the 
periods mentioned concerned rather more the theological dogmas 
about him. 

The Tacitean passage says not a word about what Jesus taught 
or did, or what his followers thought about him. It simply makes 
the very general statement that Christ was the founder of the Chris- 
tian "superstition." The case is quite different with the interpolated 
passage in Josephus. That passage is one with a definitely dogmatic 
import speaking of what Christ was and going into minute details. 
The interpolation is so clumsy, and for that reason so comparatively 
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harmless, that one is inclined to think some Christian inserted it 
originally in a marginal note to fill out the gap he thought he dis- 
covered in the history of Pilate. Such interpolations are numerous 
in ancient times and in Greek and Roman writers who have nothing 
whatever to do with Christianity. Originally written in the margin, 
they were inserted in the text by a later transcriber. But the keen 
eyes of critics have generally detected the foreign material, for the 
reason that it usually does not fit in with the context. 

It is entirely different with the Tacitus passage. It fits in per- 
fectly naturally in the context. Every reader of Tacitus has thought 
so thus far. Dr. Smith labors greatly to the contrary of course. 
Because that cunning interpolator has forged this passage into the 
context in order to prove the historical existence of Jesus, fore- 
seeing the hot dispute in our times on that question. In order to cut 
off the suspicion once for all that the Tacitus passage was forged 
at the time of the rediscovery of the Annals, let me say that it stands 
in all existing manuscripts, the Medicean as well as other manu- 
scripts not related to the Medicean. This on the authority of Four- 
neaux. (H. Fourneaux, The Annals of Tacitus, Oxford, 1896, 
Latin Ed. In the critical preface of Vol. II and notes on passage.) 

I do not lay much weight on the matter of the Tacitean style 
of the disputed passage. Nevertheless the interpolator, if such he 
was, is not only to be congratulated for the miraculous foresight 
of the coming dispute centuries later on the existence of Jesus, but 
also on his masterful imitation of the real Tacitus. He was cer- 
tainly unique. Still he has betrayed himself, according to Professor 
Smith, who otherwise admits the masterful imitation of Tacitus on 
the part of the alleged interpolator, by saying humani generis instead 
of generis humani. Now Tacitus may have simply placed the ad- 
jective before the noun in this case to give emphasis just as he does 
in other cases, of which Dr. Smith gives examples. If Tacitus says 
in Histories, V, 5, of the Jews that they "had a hostile hatred to 
all others," 9 may he not in this passage, by placing humani before 
generis, intend to say that the Christians were not convicted only of 
their hatred towards the Roman race or any other race (Romanum 
genus and Grajum genus etc., occur often in Roman writers, Cicero 
and others) but towards the (whole) human race? In the concise 
and obscure style of Tacitus a single word sometimes gives effect 
to a sentence and if the meaning of the word is missed, the sense 
of the writer is not reached. "A disagreeable hiatus," as Dr. Smith 

* Adversus omnes alios hostile odium. 
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says, is no more to be found in the phrase odio humani generis 
than in the phrase cited by him from the life of Agricola by Tacitus 
generis humani aboleri. 

In connection with the Christ passage in Tacitus, Professor 
Smith refers to the words of Suetonius on the persecution of Chris- 
tians under Nero and to the Pliny-Trajan correspondence. Of the 
former he says, "The sentences of Suetonius may be genuine, but 
they attest nothing strictly relevant"; of the latter, "Like may be 
said of the Pliny-Trajan correspondence." Is that so? Is the 
attestation of the account of Tacitus on the persecution of the 
Christians under Nero by another profane writer not of any rel- 
evancy? Are the words of Suetonius in the life of Nero, "The 
Christians, a people of a new and wicked superstition were afflicted 
with punishment," not of any importance when the question of a 
persecution of Christians under Nero is discussed? Is the Pliny- 
Trajan correspondence not of any relevancy regarding a "pure- 
human founder of Christianity," to use the words of Dr. Smith, 
when Pliny says in his letter to Trajan that the Christians he had 
under torture confessed that in their assemblies "they spoke in turn 
a liturgy to Christ as if a god." 10 Do the words "to Christ as if a 
god" not imply a deification of Jesus? I can't understand it other- 
wise. I doubt whether the thesis of Dr. Smith that "extant profane 
literature is silent concerning the life, career and death of a pure- 
human founder of Christianity" is "fully proved," as he says, by 
him. I have had the impression several times that Dr. Smith is 
stronger in his assertions than in his proofs. 

It is good for the question of the existence of Jesus to be dis- 
cussed from all sides in order to get at the truth. But let it be done 
with a calm balancing of all facts and not by assertions alone. 

I would ask those who deny the historical existence of Jesus to 
be more modest and tolerant towards the "liberal critics" in this 
question, whom I have seen called "stupid" in print by adherents of 
Drews and others taking a similar position and whom Dr. Smith 
also calls "much higher than deep." 

Those who make such a noise about the new discovery of Drews, 
Kalthoff and others, forget or do not know that all this has happened 
before. David Strauss was surely one of the most radical critics 
in regard to the person of Jesus. And just as the liberal opponents 
of Drews are now being ridiculed, so this radical critic was treated 
with supercilious contempt by Bruno Bauer, as being comparatively 

10 "Cormenque Christo quasi deo dicere secum in vicem." 
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orthodox and a merely apologetic writer. Bruno Bauer considered 
that he himself had reached a far higher elevation and had settled 
once for all the problem of Christianity and Jesus. A forerunner of 
Drews and others he denied that the gospels had any historical basis 
whatever, but claimed they were simply the product of the human 
self-consciousness. He denied the authenticity of all the Pauline 
epistles and considered them written in the second century. This was 
sixty years ago. Finally he broke entirely with his former friends, 
the liberals, by writing a pamphlet against the emancipation of the 
Jews ! I imagine that I hear great rejoicing in the ranks of ortho- 
doxy. They will cite the words of Jesus: "If a house be divided 
against itself that house will not stand." They will triumphantly 
say: "Just see how these infidels call each other names and rage 
against each other. This is our gain and will strengthen our cause 
the more." 

The extreme hypercritical views of Drews and others will hurt 
the cause of liberal thought more than anything else. The liberal 
part of the clergy in Germany has for some years been publishing 
a series of pamphlets under the title "Religio-historical Books for 
the People" in which they unhesitatingly give the scientific results 
of free research concerning the origins of Christianity, its evolution, 
higher criticism, etc. All these studies are based on searching but 
calm unprejudiced historical and scientific investigation. These 
books of enlightenment have had an enormous sale in Germany. 
The orthodox party became so alarmed that they published a counter- 
series. 

Now come Drews and others in Germany the best allies of 
the orthodox party. The opinions of Drews will scare away those 
who perhaps would have been won over to the liberal side. Ex- 
treme views generally hurt any cause more than they help it. On 
the other hand these extreme views are picked up with avidity by 
those who look upon Christianity and religion altogether not as an 
evolution but as a long series of priestly knavery and religious graft 
without any redeeming feature. If the historical existence of Jesus 
is absolutely denied, if every passage in profane writers concerning 
the existence of Jesus is declared as interpolated, this is water upon 
the mill of those who say, as one said to me in a public discussion, 
"When the time came that the Christians had control of every copy 
of every book that existed in the Roman empire, they made Josephus 
and every other historian say anything they thought of interest to 
the church." There is an impression among certain quarters that 
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the Christian clergy did not occupy itself with anything else but the 
falsification of profane writers. But this is not all. In 1878 Mr. 
Stuart Ross declared the whole Annals of Tacitus forged. After 
him the Frenchman Hochard rejected not only the Annals but all the 
works of Tacitus, the correspondence between Pliny and Trajan 
and the passage in Suetonius concerning the persecution of Chris- 
itans under Nero. The climax was reached by K. T. Bellairs who 
in a pamphlet entitled: "Is Christianity a Forgery; Is English His- 
tory a Fraud?" 11 declared all classical literature, Josephus and the 
Bible as works made up towards the end of the Middle Ages by 
monks, and that "there is not a historical or Christian authority 
that can date prior to about 400 years ago" ! ! ! I could give some 
more such edifying statements from these quarters but will refrain. 

I am sorry to see Dr. Smith somewhat in the company of such 
men as Ross and Hochard though he is not quite bold enough to 
follow them fully. It is a dangerous, risky proceeding when build- 
ing up theories, to leave the solid ground of facts and to build only 
on pure abstractions; such structures may be sometime consigned 
to the lumber-room of curiosities in the history of research just as 
it has happened with the theory of Dr. Bruno Bauer. 

A. Kampmeier. 

Iowa City. 

COMMENT BY WILLIAM BENJAMIN SMITH. 

To the foregoing criticism no extended reply seems needed. 
On the main points at issue the reader may be left to form his own 
judgment. Some minor matters may be noticed. 

1. Imprimis let it be said that none of the things Dr. Kamp- 
meier thinks were forgotten were really forgotten; they were all 
in mind, but were omitted (along with certain lines of Juvenal) as 
not worth mention. Since representative critics laid no stress on 
them, it seemed needless to introduce them into an article already 
prolonged to double the desirable length. Why mention Sulpicius 
Severus, who died A. D. 425, who has not "copied almost verbally" 
from Tacitus, whose statement so far as we know is not copied at 
all? The agreements in several phrases do seem to indicate some 
relation between the two passages, but what relation cannot be made 
out. To me it seems far more likely that the Sulpician passage is 
the elder, merely elaborated in the Tacitean. Or the two may have 

"London, W. Stuart & Co., 41 Farrington St., the same firm publishing 
works of Ross. 



